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DETAILED ACTION 

This Office action is responsive to the Request for Continued Examination (RCE) filed 
under 37 CFR § 1 .53(d) for the instant application on September 22, 2008. The Applicants have 
properly set forth the RCE, which has been entered into the application, and an examination on 
the merits follows herewith. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claim 35 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. In claim 35, there is no antecedent basis for "each graphical element" recited in 
line 1 1 of the claim. 



Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 19-22, 24-30, 32-34, and 43 are allowed. Independent claim 35, and claims 36-42 
which depend thereon, would be allowable if rewritten or amended to overcome the rejection(s) 
under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, 2nd paragraph, set forth in this Office action. The following is an 
examiner's statement of reasons for allowance: 
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With respect to independent claim 19, the prior art (e.g. Microsoft Project), teaches a 
method comprising: providing project data for a project, the project data identifying tasks of the 
project, each task being defined by a plurality of data fields, having a unique identifier, and being 
assigned a category; displaying a PERT chart graphical representation of the provided project 
data, wherein the project data includes a first task and a second task that are assigned to same 
category wherein each task is represented as a graphical element containing task data and 
wherein the PERT chart is displayed in either ID-only mode or not in ID-only mode, wherein 
when the PERT chart is displayed in ID-only mode, the display of each graphical element 
includes displaying the unique identifier assigned to the task represented by each graphical 
element and does not include displaying any other task data and wherein when the PERT chart is 
displayed in not ID-only mode, it is displayed with a scaling percentage and the display of each 
graphical element includes displaying other task data (see e.g. pages 722-724 of the Microsoft 
Project reference); when the PERT chart is being displayed not in ID-only mode, representing 
the first task as a first graphical element displayed in a first format of the associated category and 
representing the second task as a second graphical element displayed in the first format of the 
assigned category, the first format including a first border surrounding a first set of cells arranged 
in a first layout, the first set of cells being configured to display a first set of data fields of the 
tasks of the category, receiving from a user a selection of the second graphical element 
representing the second task, displaying options for formatting the selected graphical element, 
receiving from the user a selection of a second format for the selected graphical element 
representing the second task, the second format including a second border surrounding a second 
set of cells arranged in a second layout different from the first layout, the second set of cells 
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being configured to display a second set of data fields of the second task different from the first 
set of data fields, representing the selected graphical element in the selected second format 
whereby the user can customize the display of the project data on a task-by-task basis, such that 
the first graphical element representing the first task comprises different data fields and a 
different layout of data fields from the second graphical element representing the second task 
even though the first task and the second task are assigned the same category. The prior art (e.g. 
U.S. Patent No. 6,252,596 to Garland, U.S. Patent No. 6,714,936 toNevin, III) further teaches 
displaying one or more nodes within a network diagram at an increased magnification relative to 
other graphical elements, responsive to a mouse pointer being positioned within a predefined 
region relative to a node. However, the prior art does not teach or suggest a set threshold for 
such node magnification, nor does the prior art teach or suggest that such magnification results in 
a display of node data at a layout previously set by the user, as is required by claim 19. That is, 
the prior art does not teach the limitation of: "when the PERT chart is being displayed not in ID- 
only mode. . . and when the PERT chart is being displayed with a scaling percentage that is below 
a threshold set for node magnification and a mouse pointer is positioned within a predefined 
region relative to a graphical element, displaying one or more of the graphical elements at an 
increased magnification level relative to the other graphical elements; and when the PERT chart 
is being displayed in ID-only mode and a mouse pointer has hovered over a displayed graphical 
element representing the second task for more than a first predetermined amount of time, 
displaying the graphical element and the task data of the graphical element at a standard 
magnification with the second layout, and when the graphical element has been displayed at the 
standard magnification for more than second predetermined amount of time, displaying the 
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graphical element as displayed in the PERT chart prior to being magnified," as is recited in claim 
19. 

Claims 20-22 and 24-28 depend from claim 19 and thereby include all of the limitations 
of claim 19. Accordingly, claims 20-22 and 24-28 are allowed for the reasons in which claim 19 
is allowed. 

Independent claim 29, and claims 30 and 32-34 which depend thereon, are considered 
allowable for similar reasons by which independent claim 19 is allowed. That is, the prior art 
does not teach the limitation of: "when the network diagram is being displayed not in ID-only 
mode. . . and when the network diagram is being displayed with a scaling percentage that is 
below a threshold set for node magnification and a mouse pointer is positioned within a 
predefined region relative to a graphical element, displaying one or more of the graphical 
elements at an increased magnification level relative to the other graphical elements; and when 
the network diagram is being displayed in ID-only mode and a mouse pointer has hovered over a 
displayed graphical element representing the first task for more than a first predetermined 
amount of time, displaying the graphical element and the task data of the graphical element at a 
standard magnification with the second layout, and when the graphical element has been 
displayed at the standard magnification for more than second predetermined amount of time, 
displaying the graphical element as displayed in the network diagram prior to being magnified," 
as is recited in claim 29 and required by dependent claims 30 and 32-34. 

Independent claim 35, and claims 36-42 which depend thereon, are also considered 
allowable for similar reasons by which independent claim 19 is allowed. That is, the prior art 
does not teach the limitation of: "when the network diagram is being displayed not in ID-only 
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mode. . . and when the network diagram is being displayed with a scaling percentage that is 
below a threshold set for node magnification and a mouse pointer is positioned within a 
predefined region relative to a graphical element, displaying one or more of the graphical 
elements at an increased magnification level relative to the other graphical elements; and when 
the network diagram is being displayed in ID-only mode and a mouse pointer has hovered over a 
displayed graphical element representing one of the selected tasks for more than a first 
predetermined amount of time, displaying the graphical element and the task data of the 
graphical element at a standard magnification with the second shape format, and when the 
graphical element has been displayed at the standard magnification for more than second 
predetermined amount of time, displaying the graphical element as displayed in the network 
diagram prior to being magnified," as is recited in claim 35 and required by dependent claims 36- 
42. 

Independent claim 43 is considered allowable for similar reasons by which independent 
claim 19 is allowed. That is, the prior art does not teach the limitation of: "when the network 
diagram is being displayed not in ID-only mode. . . and when the network diagram is being 
displayed with a scaling percentage that is below a threshold set for node magnification and a 
mouse pointer is positioned within a predefined region relative to a graphical element, displaying 
one or more of the graphical elements at an increased magnification level relative to the other 
graphical elements; and when the network diagram is being displayed in ID-only mode and a 
mouse pointer has hovered over a displayed graphical element representing one of the selected 
tasks for more than a first predetermined amount of time, displaying the graphical element and 
the task data of the graphical element at a standard magnification with the second shape format, 
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and when the graphical element has been displayed at the standard magnification for more than 
second predetermined amount of time, displaying the graphical element as displayed in the 
network diagram prior to being magnified," as is recited in claim 43. 

Any comments considered necessary by applicant must be submitted no later than the 
payment of the issue fee and, to avoid processing delays, should preferably accompany the issue 
fee. Such submissions should be clearly labeled "Comments on Statement of Reasons for 
Allowance." 



Double Patenting 

The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created doctrine 
grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the unjustified or 
improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent and to prevent possible 
harassment by multiple assignees. A nonstatutory obviousness-type double patenting rejection 
is appropriate where the conflicting claims are not identical, but at least one examined 
application claim is not patentably distinct from the reference claim(s) because the examined 
application claim is either anticipated by, or would have been obvious over, the reference 
claim(s). See, e.g., In re Berg, 140 F.3d 1428, 46 USPQ2d 1226 (Fed. Cir. 1998); In re 
Goodman, 1 1 F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 
USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re 
Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970); and In re Thorington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 
USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1.321(c) or 1.321(d) may 
be used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double patenting 
ground provided the conflicting application or patent either is shown to be commonly owned 
with this application, or claims an invention made as a result of activities undertaken within the 
scope of a joint research agreement. 

Effective January 1, 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a terminal 
disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 37 CFR 
3.73(b). 

Claims 19-20, 22, 24-30, 32-36, and 38-53 are rejected on the ground of nonstatutory 



obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 5 of U.S. Patent No. 
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7,458,031 in view of Microsoft Project 98 (hereafter referred to as "Microsoft Project"), as 
described by Tim Pyron in the book entitled "Using Microsoft Project 98." 

Like required by claim 19 of the present application, claim 5 of U.S. Patent No. 
7,458,031 recites a method comprising: providing project data for a project, the project data 
identifying tasks of the project, each task being defined by task data and assigned a unique 
identifier; displaying a network diagram having nodes (i.e. "graphical elements," like claimed) 
representing tasks of the project, a node containing task data, the network diagram being 
displayed in either ID-only mode or not in ID-only mode, wherein when the network diagram is 
displayed in ID-only mode, the display of each node includes displaying the unique identifier 
assigned to the task represented by each node and does not include displaying any other task data 
and wherein when the network diagram is displayed not in ID-only mode, it is displayed with a 
scaling percentage and the display of each node includes displaying other task data; when the 
network diagram is being displayed not in ID-only mode and with a scaling percentage that is 
below a threshold set for node magnification, and when a mouse pointer has hovered over a 
displayed node (i.e. has been positioned within a "predefined region," like claimed), displaying 
the node and the task data of the node at a standard magnification with standard formatting (i.e. 
at an increased magnification level relative to other graphical elements, like claimed); and when 
the network diagram is being displayed in ID-only mode, and the mouse pointer has hovered 
over a displayed node for more than a threshold amount of time, displaying the node and the task 
data of the node at a standard magnification with standard formatting, and when the node has 
been displayed at the standard magnification more than a predetermined amount of time, 
displaying the node as originally displayed in the network diagram. Claim 5 of U.S. Patent No. 
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7,458,031 does not teach the remaining portion of claim 19 (i.e. selecting a graphical element 
and modifying its format), nor does it teach the features of independent claims 20, 22, and 24-28. 
As shown in the Office Action mailed on March 20, 2008, Microsoft Project teaches the 
remaining portion of claim 19 (e.g. selecting a graphical element representing a task, and 
modifying its format), in addition to the features recited in dependent claims 20, 22, and 24-28. 
It would have been obvious to modify claim 5 of U.S. Patent No. 7,458,031 such that it includes 
the ability to modify a selected node, like in claim 19 of the present application and its dependent 
claims 20, 22, and 24-28, given the teachings of Microsoft Project. Accordingly, claim 19 and 
its dependent claims 20, 22, and 24-28 are rejected on the ground of nonstatutory obviousness- 
type double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 5 of U.S. Patent No. 7,458,031 in view of 
Microsoft Project. By similar reasoning, claims 29-30, 32-36, and 38-53 are rejected on the 
ground of nonstatutory obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 5 of 
U.S. Patent No. 7,458,031 in view of Microsoft Project. Claims 19-22, 24-28,29-30, and 32-53 
are rejected on the ground of nonstatutory obviousness-type double patenting as being 
unpatentable over claim 5 of U.S. Patent No. 7,458,031 in view of Microsoft Project 98 
(hereafter referred to as "Microsoft Project"), as described by Tim Pyron in the book entitled 
"Using Microsoft Project 98." 

Claims 21 and 37 are rejected on the ground of nonstatutory obviousness-type double 
patenting as being unpatentable over claim 5 of U.S. Patent No. 7,458,031 in view of Microsoft 
Project and U.S. Patent No. 5,704,028, which is attributed to Schanel et al. (and hereafter 
referred to as "Schanel"). As shown hereinabove, claim 5 of U.S. Patent No. 7,458,031 in view 
of Microsoft Project teaches the features of independent claims 21 and 37. Schanel teaches the 
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features of claims 21 and 37, which depend from claims 19 and 35, respectively, as shown in the 
Office Action mailed on March 20, 2008. It would have been obvious to modify claim 5 in view 
of Microsoft Project to further include such features, given the teachings of Schanel. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Blaine Basom whose telephone number is (571)272-4044. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday, from 8:30 am to 5:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kieu Vu can be reached on (571)272-4057. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/BTB/ 
12/18/2008 
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